and resting on the roof mats in the middle part of
that entry.  This citation was terminated on 5-27-80.

The operator's roof control plan provides in pertinent

part:

The roof support   specified is considered

the minimum required.     Additional bolts or

other support will be  installed where
conditions require.

The cited roof is a rectangular area of the dimensions
set forth in the citation defined by a crack running all the
way around and hanging down.  Part of one side of this area
is adjacent to one where a roof fall previously occurred
(Tr. 15, Op. Exh. No. 1).  Under the roof control plan roof
mats are required to be placed on five-foot centers (Tr,
16).  In the affected area three extra mats were installed
so that the mats were on 2 1/2 foot centers (Tr. 16) .  The
inspector testified that when he originally issued the
citation he did not realize that additional roof mats had
been installed and that to take account of this, the modifi-
cation was subsequently issued (Tr. 24-25, 27-31).  At the
hearing however, the inspector adhered to the position that
the roof mats were not additional supports within the meaning
of the roof control plan and that therefore, the plan was
violated.  I believe the inspector is wrong in this respect.
The roof control plan quoted above, requires "additional
bolts or other support" where conditions require.  The plan
does not specify what other support should be used and more
importantly, it does not rule out the use of roof mats.  On
the contrary, the general direction that roof bolts or other
support are allowable indicates that mats are permissible.
If the plan is to prohibit or require use of certain types
of support under certain circumstances, the plan must say
so.  Not only does the plan not have any such provision, but
the inspector and the operator's section foreman testified
that the plan requires center bolts where rooms are going to
be left standing over an extended period of time which was
not the situation here (Tr. 41, 55).  The fact that the plan
explicitly mandates center bolts in certain cases demonstrates
that where, as here, nothing is said, the plan cannot be
interpreted to require such bolts.

The operator adopts a roof control plan and MSHA approves
it.  An inspector cannot, after the fact, read into the plan
things which are not there and which the operator cannot be
expected to know.  Accordingly, I conclude there was no
violation of the roof control plan.

409   When employees'   exposure  exceeds   that   listed   in   the  above   table,
